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Need for closure and conflict schemas -7 worldviews and identities may be associated with schemas which suggest a distrust of outsiders and a need to rely on -tough,‖ aggressive strategies, while others may suggest schemas emphasizing a need for cooperation (see Brewer & Steenbergen, 2002; Golec, 2002b; Holsti, 1996; Jakubowska, 2002; Rokeach, 1967 ; see also Gelfand, Nishii, Holcombe, Dyer, Ohbuchi & Fukuno, 2001; Pearson & Stephan, 1998; Tinsley, 1998 Tinsley, , 2001 . In turn, these schemas constrain the strategic preferences of the group representatives and decision-makers, leading them to adopt the strategies defined as normative by their schemas (Bar-Tal et al., 1989) . Since high need for closure individuals tend to adhere to whatever they perceive to be the normative response associated with salient cues, they may be more influenced by the conflict schema implied by an important worldview or political identity -whether competitive or cooperative -and adjust their preferences and actions accordingly in the midst of political conflict.
Thus, we argue that the relationship between epistemic motivation and conflict-strategy preferences of political actors may be somewhat complex. On one hand, a great deal of existing research on the impact of epistemic motivation in intergroup situations posits a direct relationship between the need for closure and a preference for competition: high levels of need for closure should lead to a need for black-and-white responses to conflict among political decision-makers, resulting in escalation. From this point of view, competition services the need for simplicity and finality associated with a high need for closure by pushing for the categorical defeat of parties thought to impede the realization of the ingroup's interests and values. On the other hand, research on epistemic motivation also raises the more complex possibility of an interactive process, in which the relationship between the need for closure and competitiveness may be more pronounced for some political actors than for others. More precisely, this relationship may be stronger when the conflict schema associated with a relevant worldview or political identity defines competition as normative. In this case, the preference for simplicity and finality described above and the effects of adhering more strongly to a salient conflict schema push conflictstrategy preferences in the same direction, i.e., toward competition. In contrast, if a salient conflict schema defines cooperation as normative, two effect of the high need for closure may push in opposite directions. The need for simplicity may increase a tendency to compete but it may be mitigated or even Need for closure and conflict schemas -8 canceled out by a tendency to cooperate associated with the increased adherence to a cooperative ‖conflict schema‖ (see also Federico, Golec, & Dial, 2003) . As a result, the relationship between the need for closure and a preference for competition may be weaker among political actors with a less hostile conflict schema. This suggests that any main-effect relationship between the need for closure and aggressive responses to conflict may in fact be qualified by an important interaction between the need for closure and the content of decision-makers' working models of conflict.
To our knowledge, neither of these interrelated hypotheses about the antecedents of conflictstrategy preferences has been adequately explored in samples of real-world political representatives and decision-makers. In the studies reported here, we examine these hypotheses in the context of two realworld conflicts, using two unique samples of elite political actors. In Study 1, we examine archival data on American foreign policy officials' attitudes toward international conflict during the Cold War. Here, we looked at the relationship between a proxy measure of the need for closure and hawkishness among foreign-policy officials whose conflict schemas varied in hostility. In Study 2, we generalize our findings by looking at the relationship between the need for closure and conflict-strategy preferences among activists from two political parties in Poland -a centrist party with a reputation for tolerance and the use of conciliatory political strategies (i.e., the Union of Liberty), and an extremist party with a reputation for the use of confrontational strategies (i.e., the League of Polish Families).
Study 1
As noted above, Study 1 examined our hypotheses in a unique sample of American foreign-policy officials surveyed at the height of the Cold War. The data were originally collected by political scientist Bernard Mennis in 1966, as part of a larger project aimed at understanding the beliefs of the American foreign-policy elite (see Mennis, 1971) . These individuals were all employees of either the U.S.
Department of Defense or the U.S. Department of State at the time, and can thus be considered elite political actors charged with the duties of representation and decision-making on behalf of the United States in the international arena. Fortunately, the Mennis dataset contained a number of -rigidity‖ items that closely matched contemporary measures of the need for closure in terms of content, as well as several Need for closure and conflict schemas -9 items assessing the degree to which respondents saw the world as divided into warring groups of -friends‖ and -foes.‖ Respectively, these two sets of items allowed us to construct satisfactory proxy measures of the need for closure and respondents' conflict schemas.
Using these data, we explored our hypotheses in the context of the Cold War confrontation between the USA and the USSR. According to the -simplicity‖ hypothesis described earlier, one might expect the need for closure to be associated with a hawkish approach to relations with the Soviet Union, since vigorously opposing the enemy reinforces the validity of the national cause and promises closure in the form of eventual victory. However, research on attitudes toward international conflict at both the elite and mass levels suggests considerable variance in the conflict schemas people bring to bear on judgments about foreign affairs (see Holsti, 1996) . In this vein, studies have found reliable individual differences in the degree to which political actors rigidly divide the social world into -friends‖ and -foes,‖ with any cooperative overtures toward the latter being seen as betrayal and weakness. Studies of this sort also find differences in the degree to which political and social life is generally viewed as a competitive, anomic struggle between self-interested agents (Holsti, 1996; Hurwitz & Peffley, 1990; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Wittkopf, 1990) . In particular, those who gravitate toward the -hostile‖ end of this worldview spectrum tend to favor more aggressive ways of dealing with foreign powers, particularly those seen as immediate threats (Brewer & Steenbergen, 2002; Holsti, 1996; Wittkopf, 1990) . Accordingly, consistent with the qualification suggested by the -conflict-schema‖ hypothesis, we expected that the relationship between the need for closure and a hawkish approach to the Soviet Union would be most pronounced among officials whose worldviews make sharp -friend/foe‖ distinctions and depict compromise as dangerous.
Method

Data
As noted above, the data for this study were taken from Bernard Mennis' 1966 survey of American foreign-policy officials (see Mennis, 1971) . Individuals from both civilian and military backgrounds were considered. The respondents (N = 95) were asked about their attitudes toward American foreign policy, the nature of the Soviet threat, the domestic and international impact of the Cold Need for closure and conflict schemas -10 War, and various strategies for the management of international conflict. In addition, measures of respondents' basic political attitudes, worldview, and levels of cognitive rigidity were also included in the survey. All respondents were male, and the overwhelming majority of them (i.e., 93) were White.
Measures
In this study, two independent variables -a proxy measure of the need for closure and respondents' conflict schemas -and one dependent variable -hawkishness in the Cold War contextwere considered. All of these variables were recoded to run from 0 to 1 prior to the analyses. For all variables other than the demographics, descriptive statistics and intercorrelations are provided in Table 1 .
Need for closure proxy. As noted above, the Mennis (1971) data included a number of -rigidity‖ items. They were fairly similar in content to contemporary individual-difference measures of the need for closure and served as an adequate proxy. While there were 22 rigidity items in all, only those that mapped onto the content domain of the contemporary Need for Closure Scale (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994) were used to create the actual measure. Each of these items was answered on a 1-to-7 scale ranging from -disagree very much‖ to -agree very much.‖ (see Appendix A). Together, they formed a reliable scale (α = .76) with higher scores indicating a high need for closure. In order to validate our use of this scale as a proxy for the need for closure, we had a sample of college students (N = 520) respond to both the proxy items and the 42 items from the actual Need for Closure scale. LISREL's full-information maximum-likelihood procedure (Joreskog, Sorbom , du Toit, & du Toit, 2001 ) was then used to obtain the correlation between latent factors corresponding to the proxy items and the actual NFC items. This allowed us to estimate the disattenuated correlation between the two measures while correcting for missing values on the scale items. In this sample, the factors corresponding to each scale were indeed highly related (φ = .82, p<.0001), supporting our proposed use of the proxy items. Conflict schema measure. In order to test our model, we also needed an index of the degree to which members of our elite sample possessed a general worldview indicative of a competitive conflict schema. In particular, we were interested in measuring the extent to which respondents generally made sharp -friend/foe‖ distinctions and regarded compromise with -foes‖ as dangerous. For this purpose, we Need for closure and conflict schemas -11 chose seven survey items included in the original dataset, which were averaged to form a scale (α = .54; see Appendix A for the actual items). These items focused specifically on the degree to which respondents perceived social life in terms of black-and-white conflicts between those who were right and those who were wrong, viewed compromise with moral suspicion, and saw human relations as competitive and anomic. We believe that the scale formed by these items comes close to measuring the conflict-schema dimension we were interested in. Consistent with our interpretation of the measure, it was correlated with our dependent measure of hawkishness (i.e., p<.01; see Table 1 ).
1 Moreover, it was reliably correlated with a single-item measure of political conservatism (see below; r = .25, p<. 01), a dimension which has also been linked to hostile perceptions in the international domain (Holsti, 1996; Peffley & Hurwitz, 1990 Controls. Importantly, recent research suggests that the need for closure may be bound up with a number of other predispositions -such as political conservatism -that allow individuals to manage fear and uncertainty through support for the status quo and conventional ideas (e.g., Jost et al 1999 Jost et al , 2003 .
Moreover, research on foreign-policy attitudes suggests that these predispositions may also overlap with Need for closure and conflict schemas -12 conflict-schema dimension whose effects we are primarily interested in (Holsti, 1996; Peffley & Hurwitz, 1990 ). This raises the possibility that the explanatory power of our primary independent variables may actually be attributable to these other worldview factors. As such, three measures of constructs related to the management of fear and uncertainty were also included in the analyses. Two of these tapped general conservatism. The first item measured ideology: -Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as liberal, conservative, or independent?‖ Respondents answered this item on seven-point scale ranging from -strong liberal‖ to -strong conservative.‖ The second item measured party identification: --Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a Democrat, a Republican, an Independent, or what?‖ Respondents answered this item on seven-point scale ranging from -strong Democrat‖ to -strong Republican.‖ Both of these items were coded so that higher scores indicated a stronger tilt to the right. Finally, a third measure assessed religiosity, another conventional worldview dimension that has been linked to the management of anxiety (Jost et al, 2003) . Two items were included: (1) -Would you say you go to church regularly, often, seldom, or never?‖ and (2) -How religious would you say you are?‖ Both of these items were answered on a three-point scale, and responses were coded so that higher scores indicated greater religiosity. The two items formed a reliable scale (α = .85).
Demographics. Four demographics were also included: (1) education (1 = high school degree or less; 2 = bachelor's degree; 3 = master's degree; 4 = doctoral degree); (2) 
Results
In order to examine our hypotheses, we estimated a series of hierarchical ordinary least-squares regression models. The hawkishness index was used as the dependent variable in these analyses. In addition to looking at the main and interactive effects of the need for closure proxy and respondents' conflict schemas, these models also included the three controls and the four demographics. The inclusion of these measures allowed us to adjust the estimates for the influence of conflated factors related to the management of fear and uncertainty and respondents' background characteristics. All independent Need for closure and conflict schemas -13 variables were centered, and Huber-White robust standard errors were used in order to protect against the possible effects of heteroskedasticity (Long & Ervin, 2000) .
The results of these analyses are summarized in Table 2 . In this 
Discussion
On the whole, our analysis of the 1966 foreign-policy officials data provided an interesting first look at our hypotheses. Consistent with the -simplicity‖ hypothesis and previous research, our results
Need for closure and conflict schemas -14 indicated that high need-for-closure officials were more hawkish. However, consistent with our -conflictschema‖ hypothesis, these results were qualified by a significant interaction between the need-for-closure proxy and the conflict-schema measure: a high need for closure was significantly and positively associated with hawkishness among officials with relatively hostile schemas, but not among officials whose schemas were low in hostility. While these results are certainly instructive, they suffer from a few weaknesses. The archival nature of the data forced us to improvise with regard to the measurement of the need for closure: instead of using the contemporary Need for Closure Scale, which was not published until the mid-1990s (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994) , we relied on a conceptually-similar proxy measure.
Moreover, while our sample did consist of a historically important group of elite decision-makers, it was both culturally and temporally narrow, raising issues about the generalizability of the findings to other groups of elite actors. In order to deal with these shortcomings we undertook a second study, in which we looked at the attitudes of activists from two Polish political parties with markedly different reputations for behavior during conflicts: the Union of Liberty and the League of Polish Families. This not only allowed us to repeat our basic analysis using the actual Need for Closure Scale (see Webster & Kruglanski, 1994) and samples from two political groups with very different conflict schemas, but it also allowed us to generalize and extend these findings in a sample of political actors from a different society and time period, who were choosing strategies of action towards political opponents in a different political conflict, i.e., the domestic conflict between supporters and opponents of Polish accession to European Union.
Study 2 Method
Sample and Procedure
The political parties. As noted above, we surveyed young representatives from two different Polish political parties: the centrist Union of Liberty and the nationalist League of Polish Families. On one hand, the Union of Liberty (Unia Wolności; UW) is a moderate political party that emerged after the demise of the communist regime in 1989. Its leaders had previously formed the intellectual core of the democratic opposition during the communist period. It has a broadly liberal-democratic orientation Need for closure and conflict schemas -15 (Golec, 2002c) , and its members favor a free market economy, a secular state, and European integration.
In its approach to political problems -and in its rhetoric -the Union of Liberty favors dialogue with all political groups and tends to adopt a conciliatory stance toward its opponents. Consistent with this description, the Union's manifesto characterizes itself as -a party of reason and moderation; a party...open to all social organizations and social groups" (http://www.uw.org.pl/).
On the other hand, the League of Polish Families (Liga Polskich Rodzin; LPR) consists of individuals who had previously formed the core of the more nationalistic, right-wing element of the communist-era opposition. In its program, rhetoric, and actions, the LPR takes a confrontational, rightwing stance toward most issues currently faced by Polish society. Members of the LPF favor a rigid, sometimes-exclusionary defense of Polish national traditions and the role of the Catholic Church in public life, and they oppose Poland's application to join the European Union. The party's orientation is somewhat hostile to democracy in its classical-liberal form (Golec, 2001 (Golec, , 2002c , and it is often regarded as an extremist party, both at home and abroad. Accordingly, the party's manifesto firmly asserts that "obviously, we can cooperate only with those groups and organizations which share our political program" (http://www.wszechpolacy.pl/).
In accordance with these characterizations, the UW can be regarded as having a relatively cooperative conflict schema, while the LPR can be though of as having a relatively competitive conflict schema (Golec, 2001 (Golec, , 2002c . Below, we report analyses confirming this distinction. According to our conflict-schema hypothesis, a high need for closure may result in support for conflict-escalating strategies among members of the LPR, whose conflict schema pushes them in the direction of confrontation, but not among members of the UW, whose conflict schema places less emphasis on the aggressive confrontation. Data collection. The data for the study were collected in April 2003, prior to the referendum on EU integration. As noted above, the issue of accession was still a live one at this point. The data were provided by activists and functionaries representing the two political parties described above. Data collection was carried out in the local headquarters of the parties' youth organizations in Krakow, a major urban center. Permission to conduct the study was obtained from party leaders by the first author, and both the respondents and party leaders were assured that the data would be kept confidential and used for scientific purposes only. The respondents themselves were contacted through leaders of the youth organizations within the parties of interest, and they were recruited for actual participation during weekly party meetings. Respondents were recruited on a volunteer basis and paid the equivalent of U.S. $10 for their participation (i.e., 40 Polish zloty). They were then asked to fill out a questionnaire containing the measures described below. 4 Respondents were fully debriefed after the study. The final sample contained 100 respondents: 50 representing the Union of Liberty and another 50 representing the League of Polish
Families. The UW sample ranged in age from 15 to 34 years (M = 21.82). Thirty-one of them were men and 18 were women (one person did not report their gender) Nine of them had primary education, 15 had high school education, 19 were students, and 5 had university degrees (2 subjects did not report their education). The LPR sample ranged in age from 16 to 29 years (M = 22.23), and included 44 men and 6
Need for closure and conflict schemas -17 women . Across both parties, 3 respondents had a primary education, 17 had high school education, 17
were students and 4 had university education (three subjects failed to provide educational information).
Measures
The measures used in this study are described below. Descriptive statistics for members of each party and intercorrelations for the entire sample can be found in Table 5 .
Need for closure. In this study, we used a Polish version of Webster and Kruglanski's (1994) Need for Closure Scale (Golec, 2001; 2002c) . This scale consists of 42 items assessing the five aspects of the construct: a desire for predictability, a preference for order and structure, discomfort with ambiguity, decisiveness, and close-mindedness. Higher scores indicate a higher need for closure ( = .86).
Party identification. Respondents were also asked to indicate their party identification in the questionnaire. A centered dummy variable corresponding to respondents' party membership was created for the actual analysis (-1 = Union of Liberty; 1 = League of Polish Families).
Social dominance orientation. This scale, an individual difference measure of degree to which one accepts social hierarchy and is willing to use dominance-oriented strategies in the pursuit of group interests, was included as a measure of whether the conflict schemas shared by the parties in our study were different. Prior work on this construct has defined it in terms of a Darwinistic view of intergroup relations, where some groups dominate and others must necessarily be subordinate (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) . Moreover, other studies have empirically linked SDO to various logical correlates of a hostile conflict schema, including Machiavellianism and -meanness‖ (Altemeyer, 1998), -toughmindedness,‖ a tendency to see the world as a -competitive jungle‖ (Duckitt et al., 2002) , and the negative end of -agreeableness‖ dimension of the Big Five (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) . On the basis of these findings, we assumed that greater SDO would indicate a preference for competition and dominance -rather than dialogue and understanding -as the basis of intergroup relations. A 14-item version of the scale was used in this study (SDO 5 ; see Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) . The higher the score on this scale, the higher the SDO level ( = .88).
Need for closure and conflict schemas -18
Preference for competition over cooperation. In this study, we used a shortened version of the Strategies of Political Conflict Resolution Questionnaire (Golec, 2003) . After asking subjects to indicate their positions in the conflict over European integration (100% in favor in UW and 100% against in LPR),
we then asked them to indicate on a series of 7-point Likert scales how likely it was that they would choose each of 19 strategies for dealing with their opponents in this conflict if they were their party's representatives; responses were given on a scale ranging from 1 (highly unlikely) to 7 (highly likely).
The 19 items included in the questionnaire were based on clusters of conflict strategies which emerged during content-analytic validation studies (Golec, 2003) . Briefly, the strategy items were selected based on content analyses of 10 international and 10 domestic political conflicts. The conflicts were analyzed by four expert judges, who described the strategies adopted by parties to these conflicts and then sorted them into related clusters. Two independent judges (different from the first four) were then given a description of these clusters and asked to classify five new real-world political conflicts using them. The agreement rate between these two judges was 79.23%. The clusters were then adapted into the survey items used in the questionnaire, with one item for each cluster. The text of these items can be found in Appendix B.
Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses conducted on these items in other samples have consistently produced a three-factor solution, with factors corresponding to competitive, cooperative and mediation-oriented strategies (for details, see Golec, 2003) . However, in this study we were primarily interested in the distinction between the use of competitive and cooperative strategies, so only the competitive and cooperative items identified by prior analyses were used. These items were used to generate scales for competitive strategies (α = .83) and cooperative strategies (α = .67) for each subject. 5 Finally, an overall measure of each respondent's preference for competitive versus cooperative strategies was computed by subtracting their scores on the cooperative index from their scores on the competitive index. Demographics. Three demographics were also included in the analysis: (1) education (-1 = no university degree; 1 = university degree); (2) age (in years); and (3) gender (-1 = female; 1 = male). Since a number of respondents failed to respond to these items (compared to the small sample size), all missing Need for closure and conflict schemas -19 values on the demographics were imputed using a maximum-likelihood expectation-maximization procedure prior to the analyses. 6 
Results
In order to verify that respondents from the League of Polish Families were generally more competitive and hostile than members of the Union of Liberty, we conducted a one-way analysis of variance using party identification as the independent variable and scores on Sidanius and Pratto's (1999) Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) scale -a well-established measure of the degree to which people generally perceive intergroup relations to be competitive and dominance-oriented -as the dependent measure. SDO scores were recoded to run from 0 to 1 for this purpose. The results of this analysis indicated that activists from the League of Polish Families (M = .48, SD = .18) were indeed more dominance-oriented than activists from the Union of Liberty (M = .32, SD = .13), F (1,98) = 26.47, p<.0001. This finding provides support for our assumptions about each party's conflict schema.
Having established this, we estimated a series of hierarchical ordinary-least squares regression models in order to test the main hypotheses. The difference score for respondents' preference for competitiveness over cooperation served as the dependent variable. All variables were centered, and
Huber-White robust standard errors were again used. The three demographics were included in this model as well. The results of these regressions are summarized in Table 6 Model 2 added the critical interaction between need for closure and party identification. As the coefficient for the interaction indicates, this interaction was significant and in the right direction (b = .60, p<.01), suggesting that the relationship between need for closure and a preference for competition varied with party identification. In order to probe this interaction, simple slopes for the relationship between Need for closure and conflict schemas -20 need for closure and support for competitive strategies were calculated for representatives of each party.
This was done by recoding party identification on a 0/1 basis; the group the simple slope was to be calculated for was given a code of 0 in each analysis (Aiken & West, 1991) . As expected, the results of these analyses indicated that the relationship between need for closure and support for destructive conflict-resolution strategies was non-significant among members of the Union of Liberty (b = .03, SE b = .27, p>.10), but positive and highly significant among members of the League of Polish Families (b = 1.23, SE b = .27, p<.001). 7 Thus, in our elite sample of Polish political activists, the data again suggest that the conflict-schema model may provide a better description of the relationship between the need for closure and aggressive responses to conflict: a high need for closure was associated with competitive attitudes toward political conflict only among members of a party with a hostile conflict schema. 8 
Discussion
In Study 2, we tested our hypotheses in a sample of activists from two Polish political parties, i.e., the League of Polish Families, which possesses a relatively competitive conflict schema; and the Union of Liberty, which possesses a relatively cooperative conflict schema. In addition to allowing us to conceptually replicate the findings of Study 1 in a different social, political, and temporal context, this study also allowed us to test our hypotheses with a measure explicitly developed to assess individual differences in need for closure and to make a clearer distinction between groups of political actors with different conflict schemas. In this dataset, we again found support for the basic -simplicity‖ hypothesis:
higher need-for-closure levels were associated with a stronger tendency to favor competitive strategies (such as attack, threat, and slander) over conciliatory ones (such as mutual concessions and cooperation).
Moreover, consistent with the assumption that members of the extremist League of Polish Families would be more prone to conflict, we found that activists from the latter were more likely to prefer competitive strategies over conciliatory ones. However, consistent with our -conflict-schema‖ hypothesis, we also found the expected interaction between need for closure and party identification: the relationship between need for closure and relative competitiveness was found only among functionaries from the League of Polish Families. As such, the results of this second study suggest that our findings from Study 1
Need for closure and conflict schemas -21 generalize to a sample of political actors from a different society and time, who were dealing with a very different political conflict.
General Discussion
In a pair of studies using samples of elite political actors, we found evidence for two hypotheses about the relationship between the need for closure and conflict-strategy preferences. On one hand, research on epistemic motivation suggests that competition should help meet the need for simplicity and finality associated with a high need for closure, given its aim of defeating parties believed to stand in the way of the ingroup's prerogatives and values (e.g., De Dreu et al. 1999; Kruglanski et al., 2002) . In accordance with this -simplicity‖ hypothesis, our results indicated that a high need for closure was generally related to a preference for coercion and confrontation in political conflict in of the samples we considered. However, our results also suggest the need for a more nuanced understanding of this general relationship. Our results -and our broader argument -suggest that this apparent main effect may mask an interaction in which the relationship between the need for closure and competitiveness is more pronounced among (or even restricted to) political actors whose worldviews or identities suggest coercive approaches to conflict. In accordance with this -conflict schema‖ hypothesis, our results indicated that a high need for closure was more strongly associated with a preference for hawkish or competitive conflict resolution strategies among American foreign-service officers whose worldviews made sharp -friend/foe‖ distinctions and depicted compromise as dangerous (Study 1) and Polish political activists who belonged to a political party with an aggressive orientation toward the resolution of conflicts (Study 2).
More broadly, our studies draw a complex picture of the connection between variables related to cognitive style and political actors' conflict-resolution preferences. As noted earlier, these studies relate a simple cognitive style to a preference for coercion in conflict and a complex cognitive style to a preference for dialogue and cooperation (Golec, 2002b; Wallbaum, 1993) . In particular, individuals with a high need for closure may be especially prone to intergroup bias and competitiveness as a result of their need to understand social reality in ways which reinforce black-and-white certainties and promise decisive outcomes (Shah et al., 1998; Kruglanski et al., 2002) . As we have seen, however, motivational
Need for closure and conflict schemas -22 variables related to these differences in cognitive style -such as the need for closure -may do more than push conflict-related information processing in the direction of greater simplicity: they may also be associated with a greater reliance on whatever cognitive content is salient for decision-makers. In turn, this content may have important moderating effects on the way in which the need for closure actually relates to conflict-strategy preferences.
If this is the case, then the tendency for the need for closure to be associated with a preference for conflict-escalating strategies may be stronger among political actors whose worldviews and identities incorporate conflict schemas that define a confrontational approach to political conflict as both normative and effective. In this case, a preference for simplicity and finality and stronger adherence to salient schemas both push conflict-strategy preferences in a competitive direction. Conversely, among those with cooperative schemas, the tendency to adhere to salient cues neutralizes the tendency to compete associated with the need for simplicity. What this suggests is that political actors with a high need for closure -whose need for simplicity and finality may normally predispose them to choose more aggressive strategies -may put aside this predisposition in certain contexts. As such, there may be conditions in which a preference for cognitive simplicity may not be associated with competitiveness and aggression (see Suedfeld & Tetlock, 1977; Sudefeld, Tetlock, & Ramirez, 1977 ).
An implication of this perspective is that increasing the salience of worldviews, identities, or situational norms associated with a -cooperative‖ conflict schema may cancel out or at least significantly reduce the likelihood of aggressive choices that might be otherwise associated with a high need for closure. Naturally, however, this raises questions about the conditions under which the tendency to adhere to conflict schemas associated with a constructive, cooperative approach toward political conflict not only suppresses but actually prevails over a tendency to choose destructive, confrontational strategies.
In this regard, a key moderating factor may be the form taken by disagreements about the appropriateness of various conflict schemas in a given political context. Within most political communities, multiple conflict schemas are available. As a result, they can only provide what McClosky and Zaller (1984) refer to as ‗contested' behavioral norms, i.e., guidelines that are accepted by one portion of the political Need for closure and conflict schemas -23 community but not others. This -for example -was clearly the case in the population of Cold-War era American foreign-policy officials sampled in Study 1: while they were largely in agreement with regard to the need to oppose communism, they differed with regard to how conflict with the USSR should be managed (Mennis, 1971) . Nevertheless, even in the midst of disagreements like this, the set of norms associated with one conflict schema is typically regarded as a more -obvious‖ way of responding, all other things being equal. In some of the contexts examined here -like many others -the norms associated with the competitive schema may have been regarded as the obvious, dominant response (i.e., it was the most intuitive response; cf. Brewer & Campbell, 1976; Tajfel, 1970) . Since decision-makers under a high need for closure may have trouble giving non-dominant responses (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996) , the normality of competition in these contexts may have worked together with the tendency highlighted by our -simplicity‖ hypothesis to further interfere with the expression of cooperative responses, even among those who might have accepted a cooperative schema.
However, the situation might be somewhat different in contexts where cooperation -rather than competition -is the -obvious,‖ dominant response. In this case, the -normality‖ of cooperation may work in the same direction as the need for closure's tendency to produce greater reliance on cooperative schemas among those who adhere to them. In other words, when personal commitments and contextual tendencies are united in their support for cooperation, the cue-taking tendency associated with a high need for closure may actually overpower the simplicity tendency, producing greater cooperation. In practical terms, this suggests the value of promoting a broader cultural preference for cooperation in political communities embroiled in conflict, in an effort to make competition less of a dominant response (Bar-Tal, 1998 ). While we realize that this is no easy task, our results nevertheless imply that it is an important one.
Conclusion
In sum, our results suggest that the relationship between epistemic motivation and elite political actors' conflict strategy preferences is moderated by conflict schemas associated with various worldviews and/or political identities. Nevertheless, while we find these results compelling, we recognize their limitations as well. Importantly, our studies were conducted using data provided by unique samples of Need for closure and conflict schemas -24 public officials and political activists dealing with specific, real-life conflicts. The uniqueness and specificity of these samples naturally raises generalizability issues. At the same time, the two fairly different real-life settings of these studies helps our analysis go beyond existing work on relationship between motivational aspects of cognitive functioning and conflict-related attitudes. Above all, we believe our choice of settings contributes greatly to the ecological validity of our analyses. Although there have been many internally-valid studies of how the need for closure may play itself out in intergroup situations (e.g., Shah et al., 1998) , the findings of these studies -obtained in laboratory settings using college students -may be difficult to generalize to the real-life settings they are intended to explicate (see Sears, 1986) . In contrast, the moderated relationships we focus on here were replicated in two different political contexts, among -real-world‖ actors of varying nationalities, ages, and formal political roles. Moreover, they were observed in the context of both domestic and international conflicts.
This suggests that the interactive effect of the need for closure and conflict schemas is reasonably generalizable, at least among those intimately involved in conflict-related decision-making in politics.
In addition, we must acknowledge the correlational nature of our data. Given the real-world contexts we focus on, we were unable to manipulate our key independent variables, and we cannot draw firm conclusions about the casual mechanisms involved in the relationships we describe. However, given that the dependent measures were highly specific, it is highly unlikely that they might have had a reverse causal effect on the general motivational tendencies associated with the high need for closure -i.e., the need for simplicity and the need to adhere to salient norms or beliefs. Another limitation of our dataalso somewhat related to the unique nature of our samples -has to do with the content of our dependent measures. Although a focus on both attitudinal and behavioral manifestations of competitive approaches to conflict would have been ideal, we were only able to look at the former. While we do not believe that these limitations detract significantly from the overall contribution of our studies, we look forward to seeing them addressed in future work.
1 These items were similar to some of the items originally used by Rokeach (1956) to measure dogmatism. Since Webster and Kruglanski (1994) note similarities between the need for closure and certain aspects of the construct assessed by the full dogmatism measure, this raises the possibility that the items corresponding to each of the two independent variables are indistinct. Therefore, we took several steps to ensure that our independent measures tap different constructs. First of all, we have excluded those items which tap mainly into rigidity in the abstract. It was not our intention here to measure dogmatism as Rokeach (1956) defined it, i.e., as a politically -content-free‖ form of authoritarianism.
Moreover, in our interpretation of the included items, we do not go beyond their manifest social content to make inferences about the degree to which they tap into a latent personality dimension. In a second step, we performed confirmatory factor analyses using both sets of scale items. While the final need for closure and conflict schema scales were correlated (r = .41, p<.01) -as we expected -the confirmatory factor analyses indicated that a correlated two-factor model fit the full set of items better than a singlefactor model, Δχ 2 (1) = 11.28, p<.001. This suggests that the two sets of items are indeed measuring different constructs. Finally, in order to provide one additional check on the validity of our results, we reestimated all of our analyses using only the most directly -political‖ item (-The US and Russia have just about nothing in common‖) as the sole indicator of respondents' conflict schemas. In this analysis, the key interaction between need for closure and the conflict-schema index remained significant (p<.01). 2 The fit of this model was acceptable, with a chi-square-to-degrees of freedom ratio of 2.92 (with df = 1946) and an RMSEA of 0.06 (Kline, 1998). 3 We assume that respondents' conflict schemas are causally prior to their level of hawkishness, but the correlational design of the study makes other interpretations plausible. For example, respondents may adopt different conflict schemas in order to retrospectively justify their policy attitudes in the international relations domain. While this causality issue cannot be definitely addressed without experimental data, we were able to use instrumental-variables regression in order to estimate the strength of the causal effect in each direction (see Cohen, Cohen, Aiken, and West, 2003) . In this analysis, age
Need for closure and conflict schemas -32 education, party identification, religiosity, and a dummy variable indicating that the respondent was born in the South were used as instruments for the conflict-schema measure, while age education, party identification, employment in the military, and attitudes toward the role of government were used as instruments for hawkishness. Instrumental variables for the conflict schema measure and hawkishness were generated by regressing each variable on its respective instruments and calculating the predicted values; the proportions of variance accounted for in these first-stage -assignment‖ equations were R 2 =
.18 (for the conflict schema measure) and R 2 = .12 (for hawkishness). In order to estimate the effect of conflict schemas on hawkishness, the latter was regressed on the instrumental variable for the conflictschema measure. In order to estimate the effect in the other direction, the conflict-schema measure was regressed on the instrumental variable for hawkishness. Consistent with our assumptions, this analysis indicated that conflict schemas had a significant estimated effect on hawkishness (b = 1.25, p<.01), while hawkishness did not have a significant estimated effect on conflict schemas (b = .26, p>.10). 4 The study also involved an experimental manipulation, which was not analyzed here. Half of the respondents in each party were randomly assigned to an experimental group, where their party identification was made salient by asking them to write down their party name in the top of each page of the questionnaire. In the control group, respondents were merely asked to fill out the questionnaire. This manipulation had no effect on respondents' need for closure scores, their SDO levels, or their preference for competition over cooperation (Fs<1). Moreover, additional interactive models indicated that the main of the need for closure and the key interaction between need for closure and party identification were invariant across conditions (both ps>.20).
5 Consistent with this operationalization and prior work, a series of LISREL confirmatory factor analyses indicated that a two-factor model fit these items better than a single-factor model, Δχ 2 (1) = 11.57, p<.001. Moreover, in the two-factor solution, the correlation between the -competition‖ and -cooperation‖ factors was strongly negative, φ = -.79, p<.0001. In general, this suggests that our respondents understood competition and cooperation not just as different responses, but as mutually exclusive ones.
Need for closure and conflict schemas -33 6 Unfortunately, we were not able to include measures of general -epistemic‖ conservatism and other variables clearly related to the management of fear and uncertainty in our survey of Polish political activists. Therefore, in contrast to the Study 1 analyses, the regressions reported here control for respondents' demographic characteristics only. 7 For summary purposes, we relied primarily on the competition-cooperation difference score as an overall index of aggressive responses to the EU conflict. However, we also thought it might be useful to examine the relationship between NFC and the separate competition and cooperation indices among members of each party. Since competitive and cooperative responses were reciprocally related in our data (see Note 5), we expected NFC to be positively related to competition and negatively related to cooperation among members of the LPR, but essentially unrelated to either response among UW members. In order to examine these relationships simultaneously, we estimated a LISREL multigroup path-analytic model. Within each party, NFC was specified as an exogenous variable with direct effects on both competition and cooperation. The disturbance terms for competition and cooperation were allowed to correlate. Among UW members, NFC was unrelated to competition and cooperation (β = .17 and β = .17, respectively; both ps>.20). However, among members of the LPR, NFC was positively related to competition (β = .99, p<.01) and negatively related to cooperation (β = -.89, p<.01).
Constraining these effects to equality across parties produced a significant decline in model fit, with Δχ 2 (1) = 5.02 for the effect of competition; and Δχ 2 (1) = 7.00 for the effect of cooperation (both ps<.01).
Moreover, while the negative correlation between the disturbances was significant among UW members (ψ = -.24, p<.05), it failed to reach significance among LPR members (ψ = -.13, p>.10). This suggests that that NFC was able to completely account for the reciprocal relationship between competition and cooperation among members of the LPR, but not among members of the UW. Thus, when the competition and cooperation indices were considered separately, the need for closure was associated with responses consistent with a hostile conflict schema only among members of the LPR. 8 One problem presented by this analysis has to do with the possibility of variance among party members in adherence to each party's conflict schema. If within-group variance in schema adherence is Need for closure and conflict schemas -34 high, this may have the effect of making party identification a less-reliable indicator of the conflict schema used by any given individual. Statistically, this should not compromise our results, since a lessreliable measure of the moderating variable would make it harder rather than easier to detect moderation (making the analysis in Table 4 a more conservative test; see Aiken & West, 1991) . Nevertheless, we decided to repeat the analysis using our -check measure‖ of the parties' conflict schemas -i.e., SDO -as the moderator instead of party identification. This allowed us to replicate our basic finding using a continuous measure of respondents' conflict schemas (rather than a binary one). In this analysis, the dependent variable was regressed on the demographics, party identification, SDO, NFC, and the interaction between NFC and SDO. This analysis indicated that the critical NFC × SDO interaction was significant (b = 2.37, SE b = 1.00, p<.05). Simple slope analyses further indicated that the relationship between NFC and a preference for competition was non-significant one standard deviation below the mean on SDO (b = .30, SE b = .21, p>.10), but positive and significant one standard deviation above the mean on SDO (b = .82, SE b = .29, p<.01). Thus, the results of this analysis confirm the primary findings of this study.
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